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1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
USN/R 701 685 665 629 607 597 624 709 707 713 685
USAF 21 35 31 35 39 79 168 216 273 263 201
USMC 109 190 200 215 198 182 195 192 200 180 163
USA/R 97 109 102 109 98 95 116 108 132 179 163
Other Services 12 13 10 12 13 8 6 6 8 11 10
Civilian 13 12 10 13 17 30 49 41 137 93 114
International 142 239 261 256 272 323 323 290 275 267 230
Total Resident 1,095 1,283 1,279 1,269 1,244 1,314 1,481 1,562 1,732 1,706 1,566
Distributed Learning 64 95 111 180 221 247 322 541 501 600 719

















AVERAGE ON BOARD STUDENT POPULATION  BY SERVICE
ALL DEGREE STUDENTS TRENDS SINCE 1998






Graduate School of Business and Public Policy                272 331 603             
Graduate School of Engineering and Applied Sciences                406 243 649             
Graduate School of Operational and Information Systems                563 87 650             
Systems Engineering and Analysis Curriculum Committee                  27 0 27               
School of International Graduate Studies                324 57 381             






Graduate School of Business and Public Policy 250 317 566
Graduate School of Engineering and Applied Sciences 385 264 649
Graduate School of Operational and Information Systems 547 104 651
Systems Engineering and Analysis Curriculum Committee 32 32
School of International Graduate Studies 353 34 386
Total 1,566 719 2,284











PEAK QUARTER ENROLLMENT, SUMMER 2008











AVERAGE ON BOARD 2008





FORCE CIVILIAN INT'L OTHER TOTAL
Graduate School of 
Business and Public Policy 134           53             24             15             3               42             1               272           
Graduate School of 
Engineering and Applied 
Sciences 253           25             18             24             13             71             2               406           
Graduate School of 
Operational and Information 
Systems 231           98             112           23             9               87             3               563           
Systems Engineering and 
Analysis Curriculum 
Committee 23             1               3               27             
School of International 
Graduate Studies 69             28             17             109           77             20             4               324           
Total 710           204           171           171           103           223           10             1,592        





FORCE CIVILIAN INT'L OTHER TOTAL
Graduate School of 
Business and Public Policy 114 43 22 24 5 41 1 250
Graduate School of 
Engineering and Applied 
Sciences 232 22 13 30 14 70 3 385
Graduate School of 
Operational and Information 
Systems 233 77 100 26 17 91 3 547
Systems Engineering and 
Analysis Curriculum 
Committee 28 0 0 0 1 2 0 32
School of International 
Graduate Studies 78 20 28 120 77 26 3 353
Total 685 163 163 201 114 230 10 1566
Total % 44% 10% 10% 13% 7% 15% 1% 100%
RESIDENT DEGREE STUDENTS BY SCHOOL AND SERVICE
PEAK QUARTER ENROLLMENT, SUMMER 2008
RESIDENT DEGREE STUDENTS BY SCHOOL AND SERVICE
AVERAGE ON BOARD 2008
Source: Current Resident Enrollment Reports, Office of the Registrar
RESIDENT DEGREE STUDENTS BY ETHNICITY





















RESIDENT DEGREE STUDENTS BY Gender
Peak Quarter Enrollment Summer 2008
Source: Student Data Systems, Office of Institutional Research
Rank Navy/R Army/R Air Force Corps
Lt. Colonel - 2% 3% 3%
Commander 7% - - -
Lt. Commander 27% - - -
Major - 69% 48% 29%
Captain 1% 28% 40% 59%
Lieutenant 59% - - -
1st Lieutenant - - 5% 7%
2nd Lieutenant - - 3% -
Lt. Jr. Grade 4% - - -
BG
Ensign 2% - - -
CW02 - 1% - -
CW03 - 1% 1%
P01, 02 & 03 - - -
Technical Sgt. 1% - -
1st Sergeant - - 1%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
Rank Int'l Navy Int'l Army Int'l Air Force Int'l Marines
Colonel 0% 2% 4% -
Lt. Colonel 0% 6% 12% -
Commander 1% 0% 0% -
Lt. Commander 20% 0% 0% -
Major 1% 27% 21% 100%
Captain 1% 44% 13% -
1st Lieutenant 0% 19% 50% -
Lieutenant 43% 0% 0% -
Lieutenant Jr. Gra 33% 0% 0% -
BG 0% 2% 0% -
Ensign 1% 0% 0% -

























Int'l Navy Int'l Air Force
US MILITARY FORCES BY RANK AND SERVICE
PEAK QUARTER ENROLLMENT, SUMMER 2008
INTERNATIONAL MILITARY FORCES BY RANK AND SERVICE
PEAK QUARTER ENROLLMENT, SUMMER 2008
International Students by Country and Region
Peak Quarter Enrollment, Summer 2008
Australia Europe Far/Near East
Australia 3 Azerbaijan 1 Brunei 1
Total 3 India 1
2 Indonesia 1
North America Germany 13 Korea 11
Canada 4 Greece 48 Philippines 3
Mexico 3 Hungary 2 Singapore 40
Total 7 Latvia 1 Taiwan 7
Moldova 1 Thailand 2
Central/East Asian & Middle East Norway 3 Total 66
Bahrain 1 Poland 2
Israel 1 Portugal 3
Pakistan 4 Romania 1
Total 6 Spain 1
Sweden 1
Africa Turkey 51
Ethiopia 1 Ukraine 2 Brazil 1
Kenya 2 Kingdom 2 Colombia 1
Tunisia 1 Total 134 Paraguay 1
Total 4 Total 3
Bosnia-
Herzegovina








Caribbean, Central & South
America
Australia
Source: Current Student Enrollment, Office of the Registrar
Short Course Enrollments
Source: Office of the Registrar








CHDS:  Center for Homeland Defense and Security
943
2006 2007 2008




GSBPP:  Graduate School of Business and Public Policy
142 143
2006 2007 2008









Source: Office of the Registrar
SCHOOLS 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Graduate School of Business and 
Public Policy (GSBPP) 188 160 151 159 211 173 235 230 325 331 330
Graduate School of Engineering and 
Applied Sciences (GSEAS) 259 232 258 242 250 304 273 214 293 355 254
Graduate School of Operational and 
Information Sciences (GSOIS) 174 238 239 234 253 218 302 299 296 329 328
School of International Graduate 
Studies (SIGS) 77 90 107 114 105 119 169 187 180 195 227
Systems Engineering and Analysis 
(SEACC) - - - - - - - - 34 30 25















DEGREES CONFERRED BY ACADEMIC SCHOOL
Source: Office of Institutional Research, Student Information System
DEGREE TOTAL DEGREE (continued) TOTAL
ASTE Astronautical Engineer 1 MS Engineering Science 1
BS Computer Science 1 MS Engineering Science (Mechanical Engineering) 13
EE Electrical Engineering 2 MS Human Systems Integration 5
EMBA Master of Business Administration 95 MS Information Operations 13
M Executive Management 4 MS Information Systems and Operations 10
M Systems Analysis 16 MS Information Technology Management 51
MA National Security Affairs 106 MS Information Warfare Systems Engineering 17
MA Sec Studies (Combating-Terrorism: 2 MS Leadership and Human Resources Developmen 8
MA Sec Studies (Mid East, S Asia, Sub-Saharan 26 MS Management 35
MA Security Studies (Civil-Military Relations) 6 MS Mechanical Engineering 2
MA Security Studies (Defense Decision-Making 26 MS Meteorology 17
MA Security Studies (Europe and Eurasia) 13 MS Meteorology and Physical Oceanography 16
MA Security Studies (Far East, SE Asia, the 24 MS Modeling Virtual Environments and Simulation 20
MA Security Studies (Homeland Security and 65 MS Operations Research 110
MA Security Studies (Security Building in Post- 1 MS Physical Oceanography 8
MA Security Studies (Stabilization & 7 MS Physics 9
MA Security Studies (Western Hemisphere) 4 MS Program Management 7
MBA Master of Business Administration 230 MS Software Engineering 2
ME Mechanical Engineering 1 MS Space Systems Operations 15
MS Applied Mathematics 10 MS Sys Technology (Command, Control & Commu 29
MS Applied Physics 37 MS Systems Engineering 111
MS Applied Science (Operations Research) 6 MS Systems Engineering Analysis 25
MS Astronautical Engineering 8 MS Systems Engineering Management 7
MS Combat Systems Technology 5 MSME Materials Science and Engineering 4
MS Computer Science 54 MSME Mechanical Engineering 38
MS Contract Management 1 PHD Applied Mathematics 1
MS Defense Analysis 20 PHD Computer Science 1
MS Defense Analysis (Information Operations) 4 PHD Electrical Engineering 6
MS Defense Analysis (Irregular Warfare) 36 PHD Information Sciences 1
MS Defense Analysis (National Security Affairs) 9 PHD Modeling Virtual Environments and Simulatio 1
MS Defense Analysis (Operations Analysis) 1 PHD Physical Oceanography 2
MS Defense Analysis(Terrorist Operations & 14 PHD Physics 2
MS Electrical Engineering 60 PHD Software Engineering 3
MS Electrical Engineering (Space Systems 1
MS Electronic Warfare Systems Engineering 12 Grand Total 1,510
MS Engineering Acoustics 12
DEGREES CONFERRED ACADEMIC YEAR 2008
Source: Student Data Systems, Office of Institutional Research




The NPS Hall of Fame recognizes the accomplishments of NPS's most 
distinguished alumni and friends who, through the attainment of 
positions at the highest levels of public service, have made the greatest 




Honorable Dan Albert (Presented 23 Feb 07) 
Admiral Wayne E. Meyer (Ret) (Presented 23 Feb 06) 
Admiral James D. Watkins (Ret) (Presented 20 Apr 05) 
General John A. Gordon (Ret) (Presented 16 Sep 04) 
Admiral Henry Mauz (Ret) (Presented 19 Nov 03) 
Vice Admiral Arthur Cebrowski (Ret) (Presented 13 Jan 03) 
Professor Pao Chuen Lui (Presented 28 Mar 02) 
The Honorable James Roche, Captain USN (Ret) (Presented 27 Sep 01) 
The Honorable Thomas White (Presented 27 Sep 01) 
 
DISTINGUISHED ALUMNI HONOREES 
 
 
The NPS Distinguished Alumni Program recognizes any alumnus/a of the 
Naval Postgraduate School who has made distinguished contributions to a 
branch of learning associated with national security, has rendered distinguished 
service to some aspect of their national security, or has made a distinguished 
professional achievement  
 
Admiral Stanley Arthur, USN  Captain Jeffrey Bacon, USN (Ret) (Presented 14 Oct 06)  
Vice Admiral Roger F. Bacon, USN (Ret) (Presented 1 
July 06)  Vice Admiral Phillip Balisle, USN  
Rear Admiral Stanley Bozin, USN (Presented 2 Mar 06)  Rear Admiral Michael A. Brown, USN (Presented 13 July 06)  
Vice Admiral Nancy E. Brown, UNS (Presented 5 Mar 
07)  
Captain Daniel W. Bursch, USN (Ret) (Presented 29 May 
06)  
Vice Admiral Arthur Cebrowski, USN  Commander Sandra K. Chachula, USN (Ret) (Presented 1 Sep 06)  
Rear Admiral Philip J. Coady Jr., USN (Ret) (Presented 
27 Mar 06)  
Rear Admiral Dan W. Davenport, USN (Presented 8 June 
06)  
Rear Admiral Patrick W. Dunne, USN  Vice Admiral Mark E. Ferguson, III, USN (Presented 19 Dec 2008)  
Rear Admiral James B Greene Jr. USN (Ret) (Presented 
17 May 06)  
Vice Admiral Lee F. Gunn, USN (Ret) (Presented 18 Apr 
06)  
Rear Admiral Charles S. Hamilton II, USN (Presented 17 
May 06)  Rear Admiral Cecil E. Haney, USN  
Rear Admiral Elizabeth A. Hight, USN  Captain Sam Houston, USN (Ret) (Presented 14 Jan 06)  
Captain Wayne P. Hughes, Jr., USN (Ret) (Presented 29 
May 06)  
Vice Admiral Harvey E. Johnson, Jr., USCG (Ret) 
(Presented 11 May 06)  
Rear Admiral John M. Kelly, USN (Presented 23 May 06) Lieutenant General Richard S. Kramlich, USMC (Presented 11 Nov 06)  
Rear Admiral William Landay III, USN (Presented 16 
Feb 06)  
Captain Donald M. Layton, USN (Ret) (Presented 22 Nov 
06)  
Lieutenant General Chan Lee, ROKAF (Presented 20 Sep 
06)  
Rear Admiral Michael A. LeFever, USN (Presented 30 
May 06)  
Vice Admiral Keith W. Lippert, USN (Presented 7 July 
06)  
CAPT Michael Lopez-Alegria, USN (Presented 15 Nov 
07)  
Professor Pao Chuen Lui (Presented 29 Mar 02)  Vice Admiral Justin McCarthy SC, USN (Presented 7 Feb 06)  
Rear Admiral Timothy J. McGee, USN (Presented 11 
May 06)  
Rear Admiral Archer M. Macy, Jr., USN (Presented 31 
Jan 06)  
Rear Admiral Wayne Meyer, USN  Vice Admiral Michael Mullen, USN (Presented 29 Mar 02)  
Admiral Eric T. Olson, USN (Presented 4 September 08)  The Honorable James Roche, Captain, USN (Ret)  
Rear Admiral Kenneth Slaght, USN  Vice Admiral Stanley Szemborski, USN (Presented 7 Feb 06)  
Vice Admiral Patricia A. Tracey, USN (Ret) (Presented 
21 Mar 06)  
Lieutenant General Thomas R. Turner, USA (Presented 
19 Dec 2008)  
Major General Michael A. Vane, USA (Presented 12 Sep 
06)  General William S. Wallace, USA (Presented 23 Mar 07)  
The Honorable Thomas White, Secretary of the Army  COL Jeff Williams, USA (Ret) (Presented 3 Apr 08)  
Captain John A. Zangardi, USN (Ret) (Presented 9 Nov 
06)   
Rank GSBPP GSEAS GSOIS SIGS RESEARCH ADMIN TOTAL
Tenure Track
Distinguished Professor 5 1 6
Professor 10 52 28 6 6 1 103
Associate Professor 15 25 27 9 4 80
Assistant Professor 0
Instructor 1 1
Research Associate 1 1
Research Assistant 11 7 10 11 2 41
Visiting Professor 4 2 6
Administration 1 1 8 10
Total 37 95 69 26 12 9 248
Non-Tenure Track
Research Professor 3 8 17 3 24 1 56
Research Associate 1 26 31 7 16 2 83
Research Assistant 2 26 22 5 32 1 88
Research Instructor 8 5 2 6 21
Senior Lecturer 2 3 1 6
Lecturer 36 25 30 32 2 2 127
Visiting Faculty 10 4 3 - - - 17
Administration 1 1 8 19 29
Other Faculty 1 1
Total 55 98 112 58 80 25 428
Grand Total 92 193 181 84 92 34 676
Graduate School of Business and Public Policy (GSBPP)
Graduate School of Engineering and Applied Sciences (GSEAS)
Graduate School of Operational and Information Sciences (GSOIS)
School of International Graduate Studies (SIGS)
Faculty by Rank
Source:  Office of Academic Planning as of Sept 2008
SCHOOL
NON-TENURE 
TRACK TENURE TRACK TOTAL
Graduate School of Business and Public Policy 
(GSBPP) 55 37 92
Graduate School of Engineering and Applied 
Sciences (GSEAS) 98 95 193
Graduate School of Operational and Information 
Sciences (GSOIS) 112 69 181
School of International Graduate Studies (SIGS)
58 26 84
Research Institutes & Centers 80 12 92
Administration 25 9 34
TOTAL 428 248 676
TENURE VS. NON-TENURE TRACK FACULTY  
BY SCHOOL
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2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Tenure Track Non-Tenure Track
TENURE TRACK/NON-TENURE TRACK FACULTY
TRENDS SINCE 2000








Hispanic White Unknown TOTAL
GS 38 3 55 33 235 - 364
WG 0 0 1 1 4 - 6
NSPS 5 0 7 2 75 - 89
FACULTY 4 1 41 13 447 170 676
TOTAL 47 5 110 49 911 170 1,135
GS = General Schedule Employees
WG = Wage Grade Employees
NSPS = National Security Personnel System







GS WG NSPS FACULTY
Females Males
FACULTY AND STAFF 2008 BY GENDER
Source:  Equal Employment Opportunity Office
NPS is a member of CENIC, the Corporation for Education Network Initiatives in 
California, and has access to cost-effective, high-bandwidth networking across 
California, as well as the nation and the world, to support its education and 
research mission. 
 
SIZE OF NPS SYSTEMS
Multiple Networks
EDU – nps.edu - CENIC
HPR – hpr.nps.edu - CENIC
MIL – nps.navy.mil - DREN
Public (for guests) – public.nps.edu - CENIC
Wireless 
DODNet – Monterey DOD Interconnect – 
DMDC, PERSEREC, DLI, NRL, FNMOC, NPS
PACBell Research Network
Accounts: (User Accounts)
Staff and Faculty:  1,913
Resident Students: 1,958
Distance Learning Students: 1,715
Non-entity Accounts:  350
Web services:  
Total Page views Annually
Extranet:  14,112,443
Intranet:  4,969,060
External E-Mail Received: 30 million per year
 Approximately 70,000 emails/day classified as spam using Barracuda 
Approximately 12,000 daily alerts within our Intrusion Detection System
Active Phone Lines: 500 digital; 100 VoIP; 2,400 analog
High Performance Computing (HPC) 
Number of Linux workstations: 80
Number of Linux users: 250
Number of HPC Supercomputers:  12 racks, with 180 nodes and 708 processors.
Number of Supercomputer users:  50
Current HPC disk space: 30 terabytes
Educational Technology
Forty-Eight Point Multipoint Control Unit (MCU)/Video Bridge: 1
ISDN Video-Conferencing Circuits: 165 
Multimedia Presentation Systems: 100+
Video-Conferencing Facilities: 2
Video Tele-Education Systems: 7
5,808 Class hours recorded and streamed via the Internet in FY08
3,358 Class hours recorded and delivered through web-conferencing system in FY08
380,317 Logins to the Learning Management System in FY08





INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES PARTNERSHIPS 
 
 
Monterey Peninsula Department of Defense Net   
Regional DoD consortium with physical infrastructure linking Fleet Numerical Meteorology and 
Oceanography Center, Naval Research Laboratory, Defense Language Institute, Defense Manpower Data 
Center, Naval Postgraduate School, PERSEREC 
 
Corporation for Education Network Initiatives in California (CENIC) 
State research and education network (CalREN) links University of California campuses and system, 
California State University campuses and system, University of Southern California, Cal Tech, Stanford 
University and provides connectivity to other national high-speed networks such as LambdaRail and 
Internet2 
 
Defense Research Engineering Network (DREN) 
DoD's recognized research and engineering network. Robust, high-capacity, low-latency nation-wide 
network  that provides connectivity between and among the HPCMP's geographically dispersed High 
Performance Computing (HPC) user sites, HPC Centers, and other networks.  
 
Internet2 
National high-speed, high capacity network;  U.S. university-led consortium with partners in industry and 
government accelerating development of tomorrow's internet.   
 
Navy Higher Education IT Consortium 
Naval Postgraduate School, Naval War College, and Naval Academy CIOs working to develop higher 
education-based collaborations to maximize effectiveness of technology use at each of the three 
institutions. 
 
Center for Asymmetrical Warfare; Pt. Mugu, CA 
Educational and research partners of NPS that have established links to our distributed technology tools; 
Synchronous Collaboration System, Learning Management System, Video capture, Video editing system 
and Podcasting. This partnership has lead to other educational partnerships to include Commander Navy 
Installation Command (CNIC) which will be using NPS” Synchronous Collaboration Tool to deliver 
educational content to over 150 students. 
 
University California San Diego—CalIT2 
Membership in the Optiputer initiative serving as the optical networking foundation for research and 
supercomputer collaborations between NPS and more than two dozen universities around the world 
 
DOD Educational Information Security Working Group 
23 DOD educational institutions that focus on network and information security - collaboration 
electronically throughout the year to solve security related problems 
 
CineGrid 
Interdisciplinary community focused on the research, development, and demonstration of networked 
collaborative tools to enable the production, use and exchange of very-high quality digital media over 
photonic networks 
 
Dudley Knox Library 2007 Highlights
Launched DKL Alumni Access portal to provide access to selected databases and full-text resources to qualified NPS 
alumni
Upgraded 4 group studies and 2 conference rooms with interactive technologies to improve student access to 
collaborative work spaces
Continued transition toward 24/7 electronic access to major 
Acquired several major backfiles of e-journals and e-books to improve 24/7 access and free up physical library space for 
study spaces
Balanced the FY2007 budget after $100,000 budget cut, through belt tightening, careful planning, and with help from end 
of year funds
Refreshed public interface to the online catalog, BOSUN, and added improved functionality
Continuous improvements and enhancements to DKL website (http://www.nps.edu/Library/index.html)
Worked with ITACS on major network migration and wireless upgrade
Replaced printers with 9 multi-function devices for networked copying, faxing, printing, and scanning to email
Restricted Resources and Services unit participated in a pilot project to make NPS content more broadly available to 
users on limited/classified networks
Provided data and information to campus leaders, accreditation teams, and program reviews, as well as to national library 
reporting agencies, to show library’s ‘value’ and to quantify support of NPS instruction and research mission 
Library instruction sessions were well-attended and expanded to better meet the 24/7 needs of students 
anywhere/anytime, through means such as flash presentations available on the library’s web site
Business librarian conducted a “pilot project” in which she “embedded” in GSBPP
















2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Books Electronic Resources (Digital Archives & Internet)
LIBRARY RESOURCES ADDED PER YEAR
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Students Faculty Staff
Top 10  Downloads 2007
Submarine Bibliography 2,018 terrorist groups 357 aljihad
Midway Bibliography Version 2 1,200 november calendar 2007 354 april calendar 2007
CBN Terror Bibliography 829 2007 october calendar 317 terrorist group
Seamines Bibliography Version 2 679 2007 august calendar 297 comnavairfor instruction
Intelligence Bibliography 623 naval postgraduate schoo 287 navy clip art
Midway Bibliography Version 3 542 hamas 283 2007 september calendar
PME Bibliography 436 citation wizard 245 terrorist group profiles
Deep Web Presentation 417 nps library 243 islamic jihad union
Seamines Bibliography Version 1 388 2007 november calendar 237 2007 july calendar
DTIC Handout 361 dudley knox libarary 228 air force clip art
Top 10 Search Terms - 2007 (number of sessions & search term )















2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007* 2008
ITEMS CIRCULATED PER YEAR
INTERLIBRARY LOANS
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Source: Instructional Technology 
 
FUNCTION QUANTITY DESCRIPTION TOTAL 
COST 
Baseline Classroom 70 Traditional classroom or conference room 
with multi-media projection system and 
instructor computer. This is the minimum 





1 Baseline classroom with AC electrical and 





10 Baseline classroom or lab with 




VTE Classroom 5 Video tele-education classroom. 
Traditional style classroom augmented 
with videoconferencing technology, 
specialized video display system, 
instructor PC, document camera, vcr, 
microphones, loudspeakers, and 
audiovisual routing matrix. 
  
$118,400
VTE Studio 3 Video tele-education teaching studio. 
Enhanced version of Type 3a VTE 
Classroom, but without seats for local 
students. Used for VTE programs with 
only remote students. 
 
$131,400
LCR Windows 15 Public Learning Resource Centers. 
Equipped with networked computers for 
student use, instructor computer, 
networked printer. Commonly used as a 




LRC Unix/Linux 3 Public Learning Resource Centers. 
Equipped with networked computers for 
student use, instructor computer, 
networked printer. Commonly used as a 





Budget Item $ Allocated (in millions)
Reimbursable Authorization 161.7$    
Student Salary 133.7$    
Direct Authorization 102.6$    
Military Faculty Salary 6.1$        
Military Staff Salary 4.3$        
Direct Salaries (Faculty and Staff) 52.9$      
Total 461.3$    
Total Operations & Military Salary 




























SPONSORED PROGRAM EXPENDITURES 2008
By Sponsor in Thousands of Dollars
SPONSORED PROGRAM EXPENDITURES 2008












2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Education $18,489 $21,473 $31,185 $23,395 $18,301 $12,060
Service $155 $273 $501 $3,091 $20,285 $19,846











2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Education Service Research
SPONSORED PROGRAMS EXPENDITURES
TRENDS SINCE 2003 in THOUSAND DOLLARS 
Source:  Research and Sponsored Programs Office
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Type Policy Intranet Sources Published (Printed)  
Sources
Institutional Integrity A widely disseminated, 
written policy statement of 
commitment to academic 
freedom in teaching, learn-





Faculty Handbook June 
2006, Page 59
Institutional Integrity Procedures that demonstrate 
faculty and students are pro-




Faculty Handbook June 
2006, Pages 39-40
Institutional Integrity Grievance procedures for 


















Staff: NPS OHR, New Em-
ployee Orientation





Student: Student Handbook, 
Section 219 for Academic 
Matters
Institutional Integrity Policies, requirements, and 





Faculty Handbook June 
2006, Pages 27-28, 39-40
http://intranet.nps.navy.mil/
HRO/Default.htm
Institutional Integrity Non-discrimination, equal 





Faculty Handbook June 




         Stipulated Policies 
43Naval Postgraduate School
Type Policy Intranet Sources Published (Printed)  
Sources
Institutional Integrity Conflict of interest for board, 
administrators, faculty and 
staff, including appropriate 
limitations on the relations 
of business, industry, gov-
ernment, and private donors 













Institutional Integrity Statement that the institution 
agrees to abide by WASC 
Policy on Substantive 
Change and the Policy on 
Distance and Technology-
Mediated Instruction
Research Human subjects and ani-
mals in research, classified 
research, patent provisions, 
cooperative research rela-
tions with industry, and other 
similar issues related to the 
integrity and independence 




Faculty Handbook June 
2006, Page 50
Research For institutions supporting 
entrepreneurial activity of 
faculty of institutionally 
sponsored research parks: 
Clear policies covering the 
involvement of faculty in 
such ventures, the protec-
tion of basic research, and 






Faculty Handbook June 
2006, Page 64
44 Capacity and Preparatory Review Appendices
Type Policy Intranet Sources Published (Printed)  
Sources
Research For institutions that sup-
port applied research having 
the potential for producing 
significant revenue: Clear 
policies on how faculty 
responsible for such research 






15 U.S. Code Section 
3710c”
Educational Programs Precise, accurate and current 
information in printed mate-




“Academic Catalog 2008 
A View to  the Future: The 
Naval Postgraduate School 
Strategic Plan 
Faculty Handbook 2006, 
Page 1 
NPS Student Information 
Handbook, Page 4 




Educational Programs Precise, accurate and cur-
rent information in printed 
material regarding degrees, 
curricular programs, educa-




“Academic Catalog 2007 




Educational Programs  Precise, accurate and cur-
rent information in printed 
material regarding student 
charges and other financial 
obligations, student financial 










Educational Programs Precise, accurate and cur-
rent information in printed 
materials regarding require-






Type Policy Intranet Sources Published (Printed)  
Sources
Educational Programs Precise, accurate and current 
information in printed mate-
rials regarding the names of 






Educational Programs Publications that make clear 
the status of each faculty 





Educational Programs Clearly articulated policies 
for the transfer of credit to 
ensure that students who 
transfer in with general 
education course credits 
meet the institution’s own 
standards for the comple-
tion of the general education 
requirement
not applicable not applicable
Educational Programs Policies and procedures for 










Educational Programs Requirements for continua-
tion in, or termination from, 
academic programs, and a 
policy for readmission of 










Educational Programs Clearly stated graduation 
requirements that are consis-





“Academic Catalog 2008 
Student Information Hand-
book, Page 28 
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Faculty Personnel policies govern-




“Faculty Handbook June 
2006, Pages 30-33 
Policy Regarding Appoint-
ment, Promotion, Salary 
and Tenure of Office of the 





Faculty Policy designed to integrate 
part-time faculty appro-
priately into the life of the 
institution
Faculty Explicit and equitable fac-





“Faculty Handbook June 
2006, Pages 23-39, 40, 82 
Policy Regarding Appoint-
ment, Promotion, Salary 
and Tenure of Office of the 
Civilian Members of the 
Faculty”





“Faculty Handbook June 
2006, Pages 23-39 
Policy Regarding Appoint-
ment, Promotion, Salary 
and Tenure of Office of the 




Faculty Policies for faculty and staff 


















Library Written library collection, 
development and weeding 





Students Admission and retention 
policies and procedures, with 
particular attention to the ap-
plication of sound admission 
and retention policies for 
athletes, international stu-
dents, and other cases where 






Students Clearly defined admissions 
policies attentive to the 






Students Policies on student rights 
and responsibilities, includ-
ing the rights of due process 
and redress of grievances
http://www.nps.edu/Admis-
sions/Catalog/index.html
“Academic Catalog 2008 
Student Information Hand-
book “
Students Publications that include 
policies and rules defin-











Students Policy regarding fee refunds 
that is uniformly adminis-
tered, and consistent with 
customary standards
not applicable not applicable
Finances Policies, guidelines and 








48 Capacity and Preparatory Review Appendices
Type Policy Intranet Sources Published (Printed)  
Sources
Finances Clearly defined and imple-
mented policies with regard 
to cash management and 








Finances Policies and a code of ethics 
for employees involved in 








Finances Policies on risk manage-
ment, addressing loss by fire, 
burglary, and defalcation; 
liability of the governing 
board and administration; 




Finances Policies regarding fundrais-
ing activities that comply 
with sound ethical account-
ing and financial principles
http://www.npsfoundation.
org/




At the request of NPS, a peer analysis was conducted by an outside company which included 
macro-level information from readily available data sources about resources, academic 
programs, faculty composition and activity, research activity, staffing, fund-raising, alumni 
engagement, student composition and demographics, relevant student information, number and 
types of degrees awarded, institutional facilities information, and levels of support for 
administrative areas. 
 
A peer analysis provides valuable and useful information on the range and magnitude of a 
number of key performance indicators and can help an institution identify data collection needs 
and areas for improvement. 
 
Highlights from the peer analysis include the following: 
 
• Enrollment growth at NPS from 1996 to 2006 has been strong - NPS grew 49% over the 
time period compared to the peer median of 13% growth. 
• NPS has a lower proportion of female students (11%) than does its peers (36%). In terms 
of cultural diversity, 13% of NPS students are minority compared to 15% for the peer 
institutions. 
• More detailed trend data in the full report show that while peer institutions increased only 
5% between 2003 and 2006, NPS increased 64% in number of degrees granted. 
• The median for the peers in percent women faculty is 30%; NPS is well below the 
median at 16% and ranks 16th among the peers. NPS has 11% minority faculty, which is 
just below the median of the peers. 
• In average salaries NPS is above the median for all three ranks of full, associate, and 
assistant professor. NPS ranks 7th among the peers in full professor average salary and 
1st among the peers in associate and assistant professors’ and lecturers’ average salaries. 
• While NPS compares favorably in the proportion of full-time staff and the percentage of 
women (57% versus 53% for the peers), it is not possible to determine minority status of 
staff consistently for the IPEDS reports. 
• In staff/faculty ratios, NPS, at 0.80, ranks last among the peers in the ratio of total staff to 
faculty. Georgia Tech has the highest number of staff per faculty FTE at 4.67, the median 
is 2.20 and MIT at .90 is slightly above NPS, but is last of the peers excluding NPS. 
• NPS ranks eighth in research expenditures per tenured and tenure track FTE faculty. NPS 
ranks ninth among the peers in growth in research expenditures from FY 1998 to FY 
2005. 
• The majority of funding for all institutions is the federal government. However, while the 
peer median for funding from federal sources is 64%, that same value for NPS is 84%. 
• Growth in research and development expenditures over the entire eight-year period for 
NPS was 51%, which is higher than the peer median growth of 46% over the same time 
period.  




Section I – Introduction and Overview 
The purpose of this report is to provide a peer institution analysis for the Naval 
Postgraduate School (NPS) covering a broad variety of topic areas and variables. At the 
request of NPS, the analysis included macro-level information from readily available data 
sources about resources, academic programs, faculty composition and activity, research 
activity, staffing, fund-raising, alumni engagement, student composition and 
demographics, relevant student information, number and types of degrees awarded, 
institutional facilities information, and levels of support for administrative areas. The 
resulting data and analyses fall into seven categorical groupings: academic programs, 
students, faculty, staffing, resources, research, and facilities.  
 
The Integrated Postsecondary Education System (IPEDS) of the National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES) is a major source of data for this peer study. Institutions that 
receive federal financial aid are required to complete the IPEDS surveys and IPEDS 
provides access to the data for participating institutions. Although IPEDS has lengthy 
instructions, definitions, and edits built into the surveys it administers, institutions 
interpret the definitions and fit their own data into the IPEDS definitions as well as 
possible. Despite that drawback, peer analysis provides valuable and useful information 
on the range and magnitude of a number of key performance indicators and can help an 
institution identify data collection needs and areas for improvement. 
 
Peer Institution Selection 
NPS originally proposed 18 institutions to be used as the comparison group for peer 
analysis. Collegiate Enterprise Solutions (CES) suggested that several of the institutions 
be removed and that five be added to the group. This resulted in an initial set of 24 
institutions that varied significantly in size and mission. The goal in looking at a set of 
initial data for the proposed set of 24 institutions was to review the information and 
develop some criteria that would be helpful in reducing the number of institutions to a 
manageable size and more importantly to reflect characteristics that are important to 
NPS. Data were pulled from the IPEDS Institutional Characteristics, Enrollment, and 
Degrees Awarded databases for all 24 institutions and some additional data were obtained 
from the US News online edition of Best Graduate Schools. 
The data consisted of these variables:  
 
• Geographic region  
• Control of institution (public or private)  
• Carnegie classification  
• FTE students (fall 2006)  
• Student headcount information – total and by student level (fall 2006)  
• Percent graduate headcount enrollment (fall 2006)  
• Number and percent graduate degrees awarded 2006  
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• Number and percent of programs that are graduate engineering  
• Whether or not the institution has a medical school (generally, institutions w/ 
medical schools were not included) 
• US News and World Report ranking in the Best Engineering Graduate Schools 
publication  
 
The data are displayed in the first chart of the appendix (page 6). The final criteria used to 
determine which institutions to include in the NPS comparison group are:  
 
• Percent graduate degrees > 30%  
• Engineering % of graduate CIPs > 50%  
• Ranked by US News in the Best Engineering Graduate Schools publication  
• On the US News list with rank greater than 50.  
 
The recommendation was to eliminate any institutions that fail one or more of the above 
threshold tests. Discussion with NPS resulted in a few deletions and additions. Claremont 
was added based on its program mix, Stevens Tech and Illinois Tech were included based 
on their significant engineering programs, UC Santa Barbara was included because it is a 
partner school for NPS. 
 
Displayed below is the final list of 15 comparison institutions – both the full name of the 
institution and the abbreviated name used in the tables and charts are included. 
California Institute of Technology Cal Tech  
Carnegie Mellon University Carnegie Mellon  
Claremont Graduate University Claremont  
Duke University Duke  
Georgia Institute of Technology Georgia Tech  
Illinois Institute of Technology Illinois Tech  
Massachusetts Institute of Technology MIT  
North Carolina State University NC State 
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute Rensselaer  
Rice University  Rice  
Stanford University Stanford  
Stevens Institute of Technology Stevens Tech  
University of California, Santa Barbara UC Santa Barbara  
University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign UI Urb.-Champ.  
University of Southern California USC 
 
Data are provided for each of the individual peer institutions and then a median was 
computed for each data element.  In the following summary, all peer data referenced 
should be assumed to be medians unless otherwise noted. 
 
Section II: Academic Programs  
 
All of the peers except Claremont offer a significant number of bachelor degree 
programs. Because NPS does not offer bachelor level programs, the analysis focuses on 
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graduate degree level programs in order to provide the best comparison between NPS and 
the peers.  
 
Section III: Student Profile 
 
NPS has a very focused and specific mission, which makes it quite different from most of 
the peers in size comparisons. NPS ranks fourteenth in overall headcount enrollment; 
only Claremont and Cal Tech are smaller than NPS. Enrollment growth at NPS from 
1996 to 2006 has been strong - NPS grew 49% over the time period compared to the peer 
median of 13% growth. 
 
Because of the special nature of its students, NPS has a lower proportion of female 
students (11%) than does its peers (36%). In terms of cultural diversity, 13% of NPS 
students are minority compared to 15% for the peer institutions. 
 
Summary data on graduate enrollments can be found in the appendix on page 7.  Degree 
data on page 8 of the appendix confirms that graduate degree program areas at NPS and 
the peer institutions are relatively similar. More detailed trend data in the full report 
shows that while peer institutions increased only 5% between 2003 and 2006, NPS 
increased 64% in number of degrees granted. 
 
Section IV: Faculty 
 
The faculty section is divided into four sub-sections: faculty composition and 
demographics, faculty tenure status, faculty scholarly activity, and faculty salaries. 
 
The summary table on page 9 of the appendix provides counts of total employees, counts 
of faculty, the percent of employees with faculty titles, the percent of total faculty who 
are full-time, the percent who are women, and the percent who are minorities. Under 
instructional faculty is shown the percent who are tenured and tenure track; and average 
salaries for full professors, associate professors, and assistant professors.  
 
NPS ranks at the bottom among the peers in the absolute number of total faculty 
employees (not unexpected because of NPS’s size), but is 5th in terms of the percent of 
total employees who are faculty. Ninety-five percent of all faculty members at NPS are 
full-time, which is well above the median of 39% for the peers and places NPS first in 
rank among the peers on this measure. The median for the peers in percent women 
faculty is 30%; NPS is well below the median at 16% and ranks 16th among the peers. 
NPS has 11% minority faculty, which is just below the median of the peers and 10th in 
rank in the percent of faculty who are minority. 
 
In average salaries NPS is above the median at all three ranks of full, associate, and 
assistant professor. NPS ranks 7th among the peers in full professor average salary and 
1st among the peers in associate and assistant professors’ and lecturers’ average salaries. 
This salary information does not include benefits. The detail provided in the full report 
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could be analyzed for gender differences in both rank and average salary as compared to 
peers. 
 
Section V: Staffing 
 
The staffing summary table (page 10 of the appendix) gives numbers of staff, proportion 
of women and minorities and percent by job category as defined by IPEDS. While NPS 
compares favorably in the proportion of full-time staff and the percentage of women 
(57% versus 53% for the peers), it is not possible to determine minority status of staff 
consistently for the IPEDS reports. Further investigation into more accurate data 
preparation for IPEDS would be needed to adequately benchmark this variable. 
 
The full peer analysis report included  calculation of FTE Staff to FTE Faculty ratios. 
FTE were computed according to IPEDS definitions as full-time plus one-third of part-
time headcount. In staff/faculty ratios, NPS, at 0.80, ranks last among the peers in the 
ratio of total staff to faculty. Georgia Tech has the highest number of staff per faculty 
FTE at 4.67, the median is 2.20 and MIT at .90 is slightly above NPS, but is last of the 
peers excluding NPS. 
 
Section VI: Resources 
 
This section focuses on the financial resources of an institution and includes three 
important areas – revenue and expenditures by category, fund-raising activity (measured 
by the size of endowment), and alumni engagement (measured by the amount of alumni 
giving). Because NPS does not participate in IPEDS Finance or several other resource 
reports, there were no data for the institution.  Data are furnished for the peers on a 
variety of financial indicators, fund raising and alumni engagement – summaries are 
shown on pages 11 through 13 of the appendix. 
 
Section VII: Research 
 
The summary data (appendix page 14) shows that the volume of research funding at NPS 
in absolute dollars ranks thirteenth among the peers, which might be expected given the 
relatively small size of NPS compared to some of the peers. However, NPS ranks eighth 
in research expenditures per tenured and tenure track FTE faculty which demonstrates 
that NPS has a strong emphasis on research. NPS ranks ninth among the peers in growth 
in research expenditures from FY 1998 to FY 2005. These are data currently available 
through the National Science Foundation and does not include the strong growth of the 
years since 2005. 
 
Additional information supplied on the summary table includes NPS rank in FY 2005 
expenditures and percent revenue from contracts and grants. For the NSF measure, NPS 
ranks at 160 and the peers range from seven for Stanford to 377 for Claremont with a 
median of 148. 
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More detailed data on R&D expenditures at NPS and the peers by source of funds for FY 
2005 in the full report shows the majority of funding for all institutions is the federal 
government. However, while the peer median for funding from federal sources is 64%, 
that same value for NPS is 84%. NPS ranks fourth among the peers in percent of funding 
from federal sources. 
 
Another detail table displays trends in research and development (R&D) expenditures for 
FY 1998 through FY 2005. Growth over the entire eight-year period for NPS was 51%, 
which is higher than the peer median growth of 46% over the same time period.  
 
Section VIII: Facilities 
 
For many years, facilities data was not collected on any national or comprehensive basis. 
According to the Society for College and University Planning (SCUP), until 2003 almost 
thirty years had elapsed since a public or private agency had taken responsibility for the 
comprehensive collection of data reflecting the size and growth patterns of college and 
university facilities. Because of this lack of facilities information and the great need for 
such data SCUP initiated the Campus Facilities Inventory (CFI) survey in 2003 and 
conducted the survey for five years. Because SCUP has been unable to generate sufficient 
participation rates to make the data useful over the long term, the year 2007 was the fifth 
and final year that general space use data was collected.  
 
Unfortunately, there is no other source of readily available facilities data and only nine of 
the peer institutions participated in one or more years of the CFI. The data can be found 
in the appendix on page 15. 
 
Section IX: Conclusions, Findings, and Recommendations 
 
NPS is a unique institution with a mission unique in higher education across the country. 
There are few institutions that only have graduate programs and certainly none with the 
exact characteristics of NPS. While this makes peer comparison difficult there is value in 
selecting a set of institutions that are as similar as possible in characteristics that are 
important to NPS. The value is increased when data drawn from national sources includes 
NPS – it is important to have data from NPS that is reported according to the same 
definitions. In some cases NPS data was not available for this analysis. The 
recommendation is that NPS submit all applicable IPEDS surveys including Finance and 
consider reporting data to respond to US News surveys and other similar national data 






































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































MIT England Priv NFP Extensive 10092 4127 6126 0 6126 10253 60% 2069 3198 65% 102 35 26 34% 74% TRUE TRUE 100
Stanford Far West Priv NFP Extensive 15529 6422 10285 1040 11325 17747 64% 3083 4839 64% 183 26 19 14% 73% X TRUE TRUE 98
Georgia Tech Southeast Public Extensive 16808 12361 5575 0 5575 17936 31% 1680 4157 40% 98 38 27 39% 71% TRUE TRUE 86
UI Urb-Champ Great Lakes Public Extensive 40565 31472 10221 1045 11266 42738 26% 3553 10285 35% 280 41 26 15% 63% TRUE TRUE 83
Cal Tech Far West Priv NFP Extensive 2086 864 1222 0 1222 2086 59% 297 544 55% 63 22 17 35% 77% TRUE TRUE 81
Carnegie Mellon Mid East Priv NFP Extensive 9161 5548 4451 0 4451 9999 45% 1895 3182 60% 165 23 17 14% 74% TRUE TRUE 79
U Southern California Far West Priv NFP Extensive 30812 16729 13950 2710 16660 33389 50% 5280 9549 55% 266 41 30 15% 73% X TRUE TRUE 77
North Carolina State Southeast Public Extensive 26750 23730 7096 304 7400 31130 24% 1929 6344 30% 229 42 26 18% 62% TRUE TRUE 53
Rensselaer Mid East Priv NFP Extensive 6443 5192 1488 0 1488 6680 22% 595 1631 36% 86 32 21 37% 66% TRUE TRUE 52
Rice Southwest Priv NFP Extensive 4952 3011 2013 0 2013 5024 40% 633 1444 44% 105 19 12 18% 63% TRUE TRUE 51
Duke Southeast Priv NFP Extensive 13144 6330 5350 1693 7043 13373 53% 1980 3449 57% 110 14 9 13% 64% TRUE TRUE 51
U California-Santa Barbara Far West Public Extensive 20688 18212 2870 0 2870 21082 14% 952 5806 16% 153 12 8 8% 67% FALSE TRUE 64
Stevens Inst Tech Mid East Priv NFP Intensive 3385 1853 2976 0 2976 4829 62% 893 1247 72% 58 26 19 45% 73% TRUE TRUE 27
Illinois Inst Tech Great Lakes Priv NFP Intensive 5624 2352 3354 1041 4395 6747 65% 1267 1639 77% 87 28 19 32% 68% TRUE TRUE 32
Claremont Graduate U Far West Priv NFP Extensive 1787 0 2039 0 2039 2039 100% 506 506 100% 38 0 0 0% 0% TRUE FALSE Not ranked
Naval Postgraduate School and Potential Comparison Institutions





Enrollment % Graduate % Women % Minority % FT
% Growth 1996 
to 2006
Naval Postgraduate School 2,627         2627 100% 11% 13% 71% 49% 49%
Rank among Peers 14              12 1 16 11 12 4 2
Median of Peers 10,253       4451 36% 15% 77% 28% 13%
Peer Institutions
Cal Tech 2,086         1222 59% 30% 15% 100% 20% 10%
Carnegie 9,999         4451 45% 30% 13% 74% 58% 29%
Claremont 2,039         2039 100% 51% 27% 80% 4% 4%
Duke 13,373       5350 40% 48% 16% 94% 45% 15%
Georgia Tech 17,936       5575 31% 26% 14% 82% 59% 38%
Illinois Tech 6,747         3354 50% 34% 12% 58% 10% 7%
MIT 10,253       6126 60% 30% 17% 97% 14% 4%
NC State 31,130       7096 23% 45% 13% 52% 15% 11%
Rensselaer 6,680         1488 22% 31% 12% 76% -27% 6%
Rice 5,024         2013 40% 36% 17% 96% 37% 21%
Stanford 17,747       10285 58% 36% 15% 66% 30% 13%
Stevens Tech 4,829         2976 62% 25% 24% 22% 72% 55%
UC Santa Barbara 21,082       2870 14% 44% 16% 95% 28% 14%
UI Urb.-Champ. 42,738       10221 24% 47% 13% 77% 9% 10%
USC 33,389       13950 42% 45% 30% 75% 38% 19%
Source: IPEDS Peer Analysis, fall 2006
Total Enrollment 





NPS has a very focused and specific mission, which makes it quite different than most of the peers in size comparisons.  NPS ranks 
fourteenth in overall headcount enrollment; only Claremont and Cal Tech are smaller than NPS.  Eight of the peers have an enrollment 
over 10,000 and four of these have enrollment over 20,000.  The median size is 10,253.  Enrollment growth at NPS from 1996 to 2006 
has been strong resulting in a rank of 2nd on this measure.  NPS grew 49% over the time period compared to the peer median of 13% 
growth.
Since NPS has only graduate students it is important to compare NPS headcount to graduate only headcount at the peers.  While NPS 
ranked 16th in size when comparing total enrollment, it ranks 12th among the peers in graduate headcount enrollment.  In enrollment 
growth over time NPS at 49% growth moves from a rank of 2nd to a rank of 4th and the peer median is 28%. 
NPS rank remains the same at 16 in the percent of women graduate students and is 11th in rank on the percent minority measure.  In 
terms of individual minority categories, NPS ranks 8th in the number of black students, 7th in American Indian students, 15th in Asian 
students, 12th in Hispanic students, 9th in white students, 16th in non-resident alien (international) students, and 4th in unknown.  In 
attendance status NPS moves from a ranks 12th in the percent of full-time graduate students.  
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NPS 1,102 1,087 99% 14% 12% 28% 9% 27% 0% 7%
Rank among Peers 14 16 16 10 16 4 6 8 16 4
Median of Peers 3,198 1,546 0 0 0 19% 7% 26% 3% 5%
NPS as a % of peer median 34% 70% 207% 78% 33%
Peer Institutions
UI Urb.-Champ. 10,285 3,234 31% 13% 45% 19% 5% 17% 3% 5%
USC 9,685 4,612 48% 29% 44% 18% 9% 22% 1% 1%
NC State 6,344 1,854 29% 14% 45% 9% 6% 26% 5% 3%
UC Santa Barbara 5,844 948 16% 17% 46% 0% 6% 20% 4% 8%
Stanford 4,839 2,789 58% 22% 36% 16% 7% 32% 4% 5%
Georgia Tech 4,157 1,680 40% 14% 24% 9% 9% 59% 2% 6%
Duke 3,463 1,546 45% 29% 41% 44% 1% 9% 1% 3%
MIT 3,198 2,069 65% 18% 28% 24% 7% 43% 1% 6%
Carnegie Mellon 3,182 1,895 60% 13% 29% 27% 22% 20% 2% 2%
Illinois Tech 1,639 984 60% 11% 32% 17% 19% 31% 1% 2%
Rensselaer 1,631 595 36% 12% 28% 23% 12% 41% 6% 6%
Stevens Tech 1,567 893 57% 23% 27% 52% 11% 31% 2% 2%
Rice 1,444 633 44% 21% 35% 39% 3% 12% 6% 12%
Cal Tech 544 297 55% 11% 23% 0% 4% 42% 4% 35%
Claremont 530 506 95% 23% 56% 26% 4% 0% 3% 0%
FY 2006
Degrees Awarded Summary
NPS at 98% ranks first among the peers in the percent of degrees awarded that are master's degrees.  The peer median is 37%, which is understandable since most 
of the peers have large undergraduate programs in addition to graduate offerings.  NPS awarded 14% of its master's degrees to minorities and 12% to women.  NPS 
awarded one percent of its degrees at the doctoral level which is 16th in rank among the peers and below the median of 8%.
































NPS 933 513 55% 95% 16% 11.0% 354 69% 46% 19% $123,469 $117,354 $104,291
Rank Among Peers 15 15 5 1 16 10 13 13 11 8 7 1 1
Median of Peers 6436 3313 51% 39% 30% 13% 1001 30% 52% 18% 119895 87274 71611
NPS as % of median 14% 15% N/A N/A N/A N/A 35% 227% N/A N/A 103% 134% 146%
Peer Institutions
Duke 16363 4490 27% 66% 38% 13.0% 1218 27% 47% 16% 138,260 89,630 71,150
Stanford 14754 7213 49% 39% 41% 18.0% 974 14% 73% 24% 155,038 105,152 86,949
USC 14768 6881 47% 44% 36% 18.0% 2479 36% 36% 8% 128,715 88,469 76,396
UI Urb.-Champ. 16807 8829 53% 25% 30% 13.0% 2478 28% 53% 21% 114,415 78,238 68,069
NC State 9624 4330 45% 39% 37% 10.0% 1749 40% 60% 17% 97,599 71,892 63,327
MIT 13505 8544 63% 58% 25% 12.0% 1322 15% 51% 18% 135,647 92,078 82,587
Georgia Tech 9247 4558 49% 19% 25% 18.0% 1043 23% 52% 26% 119,895 83,384 70,597
UC Santa Barbara 6436 3313 51% 37% 36% 14.0% 1044 32% 64% 13% 114,602 69,908 63,732
Carnegie Mellon 6395 3289 51% 36% 30% 11.0% 1001 30% 42% 19% 123,468 89,091 80,542
Cal Tech 3666 1392 38% 64% 23% 9.0% 327 23% 69% 15% 149,126 101,912 93,138
Rice 2438 851 35% 87% 28% 16.0% 635 75% 56% 21% 126,996 87,274 76,074
Rensselaer 2810 1450 52% 40% 25% 9.0% 487 34% 52% 20% 110,822 82,109 70,963
Illinois Tech 1721 1024 60% 33% 26% 5.0% 611 60% 26% 12% 106,048 77,379 67,600
Stevens Tech 1199 726 61% 39% 22% 10.0% 352 48% 18% 13% 104,254 81,700 71,611
Claremont 440 282 64% 30% 49% 32.0% 83 29% 34% 22% 114,476 94,877 74,551
All Faculty Instructional Faculty Only
NPS and Peer Institutions
Faculty Summary
Fall 2005 Data
NPS ranks 15th among the peers in the absolute number of faculty employees, but is 5th in terms of the percent of employees who are faculty. Ninety-five percent 
of all faculty at NPS are full-time which is well above the median of 39% for the peers and places NPS first in rank among the peers on this measure. The median 
for the peers in percent women faculty is 30%; NPS is well below the median at 16% and ranks 16th among the peers.  NPS has 11% minority faculty, which is just 
below the median of the peers (13%) and 10th in rank in the percent of faculty who are minority
Sixty-nine percent of all faculty at NPS are instructional faculty, which is well above the median of the peers (30%).  NPS has 46% tenured faculty which is slightly 
below the peer median of 52% and in tenure track faculty NPS at 19% is just above the median of the peers (18%).  In average salaries NPS is above the median at 
all three ranks of full, associate and assistant professor.  NPS ranks seventh among the peers in full professor average salary and first among the peers in both 
associate and assistant professor salary. 
Source:  IPEDS Employees by Assigned Position, IPEDS Fall Staff Survey, and Faculty Salaries from fall 2005
Notes: The first section of the above table is titled "All Faculty"and includes the IPEDS categories of primarily instruction, instruction/research/public service, primarily 
research, and primarily public service.  For Duke, USC, and Stanford medical faculty are included in the all faculty category.  The statistics for percent full-time, 
percent women, and percent minority are provided for all faculty combined in order to provide a picture of the entire group of employees holding any faculty title.  
Information on tenure status and average salary is provided for the subset of instructional faculty only. Instructional faculty are instruction/research staff whose major 
regular assignment is instruction, including those with released time for research. For tenure status figures above this includes full-time and part-time faculty 
designated as "primarily instruction" and "instruction, combined with research and public service."  For the average salary information above, this group includes only 
full-time faculty designated as "primarily instruction" and "instruction, combined with research and public service." 
Perturbation procedures were applied to these data to protect against disclosure of individual information.

















Naval Postgraduate School 933 420 45% 92% 57% 0.5% 26% 13% 42% 1% 1% 17%
Rank Among Peers 15 15 12 8 6 16 7 8 8 16 15 2
Median of Peers 6436 3123 49% 92% 53% 33% 24% 11% 41% 12% 3% 5%
Peer Institutions
Duke 16363 11873 73% 93% 64% 28.9% 14% 7% 48% 11% 3% 17%
Stanford 14754 7541 51% 90% 65% 36.0% 31% 6% 49% 7% 2% 5%
USC 14768 7887 53% 93% 58% 56.9% 27% 5% 48% 12% 1% 8%
UI Urb.-Champ. 16807 7978 47% 93% 55% 13.8% 20% 11% 37% 17% 7% 7%
NC State 9624 5294 55% 96% 53% 24.4% 23% 9% 35% 12% 6% 16%
MIT 13505 4961 37% 89% 53% 14.8% 35% 17% 23% 11% 3% 11%
Georgia Tech 9247 4689 51% 90% 44% 36.3% 8% 2% 71% 12% 4% 3%
UC Santa Barbara 6436 3123 49% 98% 52% 33.1% 22% 7% 47% 14% 3% 7%
Carnegie Mellon 6395 3106 49% 92% 51% 9.9% 15% 16% 53% 7% 2% 8%
Cal Tech 3666 2274 62% 92% 47% 43.7% 16% 15% 42% 17% 5% 5%
Rice 2438 1587 65% 92% 61% 36.5% 25% 7% 41% 20% 4% 3%
Rensselaer 2810 1360 48% 86% 53% 8.9% 27% 16% 34% 20% 1% 2%
Illinois Tech 1721 697 40% 97% 54% 34.9% 24% 30% 33% 4% 5% 5%
Stevens Tech 1199 473 39% 84% 50% 18.6% 27% 20% 35% 8% 5% 5%
Claremont 440 158 36% 94% 77% 39.2% 34% 22% 36% 8% 0% 0%
Source:  IPEDS Employees by Assigned Position and IPEDS Fall Staff Survey Fall 2005
Notes:  Includes all staff categories except faculty.  All faculty are displayed in the faculty summary section.
            Includes medical school employees for Duke, Stanford, and USC
NPS and Peer Institutions
Staffing Summary
Fall 2005 Data
Percent by Job Category
The data in this table focus on characteristics of non-faculty employees.  NPS ranks 15th among the peers in terms of total employees and 15th in the number of staff 
(excluding faculty), reflecting the small size of the institution overall.  However, NPS,at 45%, is just below the median (49%) in the percent of employees that are non-faculty and 
at the median (92%) of the peers in the percent of employees that are full-time.  NPS ranks 6th among the peers and just below the median in the percent of employees who 
are women, but ranks last in the percent of employees who are minorities.  The majority (42%) of NPS employees fall into the "other professional" employee category, followed 
by the clerical/secretarial and executive/administrative/managerial categories.  This places NPS at the median of the peers in their staffing pattern.  NPS has a very small 
proportion of employees (1%) in the service and maintenance category compared to the peer median of 12% but is second among the peers in the percent of employees that 
are technical and paraprofessional.  
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FY 2007 Total 
Revenue
FY 2007 Total 
Expenditures
FY 2007 Tuition 
and Fees and 
Approp. per FTE 
Student
FY 2007 Pct 
Exp on 
Inst/Res/Serv
FY 2007 Pct 
Exp on 
Academic /Inst  
Support
FY 2007 Pct Exp 
on 
Wages/Benefits
Naval Postgraduate School N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Rank Among Peers N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Median of Peers $1,157,982,000 $936,375,463 $15,485 61% 15% 59%
Peer Institutions
Duke $5,095,489,000 $3,474,544,000 19,670               39% 9% 53%
Stanford 3,155,080,000 2,904,705,000 14,094               63% 13% 59%
Cal Tech 2,576,490,000 2,287,291,000 11,388               17% 4% 12%
MIT 3,965,681,000 2,207,621,000 19,347               69% 25% 47%
USC 2,509,102,000 1,849,344,000 18,411               66% 15% 62%
UI Urb.-Champ. 1,781,654,765 1,775,062,977 14,915               45% 10% 58%
NC State 1,279,007,801 1,026,727,112 17,438               60% 12% 62%
Georgia Tech 996,789,271 936,375,463 18,569               64% 9% 60%
Carnegie Mellon 986,854,619 762,099,059 24,178               74% 15% 64%
UC Santa Barbara 798,264,000 683,370,000 15,485               48% 10% 61%
Rice 1,157,982,000 396,099,000 14,530               61% 19% 63%
Rensselaer 469,513,000 346,933,000 18,471               59% 26% 52%
Illinois Tech 235,109,000 197,703,000 11,619               54% 32% 54%
Stevens Tech 151,619,948 133,300,217 10,424               61% 19% 61%
Claremont 53,447,528 48,394,036 12,643               65% 27% 59%
Sources:  Revenue and Expenditure data is from IPEDS Finance FASB and GASB Surveys, 2006-07
                 FTES are from the IPEDS12 Month Enrollment
Notes: Some caution should be used in interpreting the data on this table because there are two reporting formats used by the peer institutions for rev
and epxenditures.  The private institutions report under FASB standards and the public institutions report under GASB standards.  As a result there a  
differences between the way individual items may be classified in each reporting format.  Most notably depreciation is reported in GASB
as a separate category and in FASB depreciation is distributed across the other reporting categories.  The data are displayed on this summary table 
together only to provide an overall view of the information.
Resources Summary
Duke ranks first among the peers in total expenditures and total revenue and Claremont ranks last.  The median for total expenditures is $936 
million and for total revenue it is $1.2 billion.  Revenue for tuition and fees and state and local appropriations were combined in order to provide 
more comparable data between the private and public institutions.  Carnegie Mellon is first among the peers in the measure of tuition and fees 
and appropriations per FTE student.  Three measures are provided on expenditures - the percent of expenditures spent on instruction, research, 
and service; the percent expended on academic and institutional support (administrative costs); and the percent expended on wages and 
benefits.  Ideally the amount expended on instruction, research and service should be high and the amount expended on academic and 
institutional support should be low - under 10% is considered to be a good goal.  As in most organizations wages and benefits are a large 
proportion of the expenditures for all of the peers except Cal Tech.  Expenditures at the other peer institutions for wages and benefits range from 








% Growth in Endowment 
Assets 1996 to 2005
NPS N/A N/A N/A
Rank Among Peers N/A N/A N/A
Median of Peers $791,787 63 99%
Peer Institutions
Stanford 12,205,000 3 223%
MIT 6,712,436 5 171%
Duke 3,826,153 14 107%
Rice 3,611,127 17 274%
USC 2,746,051 19 169%
Cal Tech 1,417,931 33 72%
Carnegie Mellon 837,459 59 99%
UI Urb.-Champ. 791,787 63 51%
Rensselaer 624,279 79 74%
NC State 380,541 130 27%
Illinois Tech 263,000 179 47%
Georgia Tech 262,902 180 133%
Claremont 153,868 268 68%
Stevens Tech 130,237 303 62%
UC Santa Barbara 80,830 383 184%
Source:  The Center for Measuring University Performance, American University Data, 2007
Notes:  Data from The Center are for all annual giving amounts for any institution that reported to NSF in 1990-2003. 
Fund-Raising Summary
According to The Center on Measuring University Performance, public and private institutions live on 
the resources generated from many sources, but endowment is critical to their success because it 
reflects the long-term strength of accumulated private support and institutional savings that can be 
used for important purposes each year.  Stanford ranks  first among the peers and third among the 
top 200 institutions overall in the amount of endowment assets in 2005 according to the  Center on 
Measuring University Performance.  The median for the peer group is $791,787,000 in endowment 
assets with a range from $12,205,000,000 to $80,830,000.  The peer institutions have seen a median 
growth of 99% in endowment assets from 1996 to 2005, with Rice at the top of the group having a 










% Growth in 
Annual Giving 
1996 to 2005





NPS N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
        Rank Among Peers N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
        Median of Peers $82,306 60 80% 27% 29
Peer Institutions
Stanford $603,586 1 93% 36% 13
USC 331,754 6 158% 38% 8
Duke 275,816 11 52% 40% 7
MIT 206,007 17 56% 37% 10
Cal Tech 163,971 26 180% 29% 24
NC State 126,344 33 42% 24% 33
UI Urb.-Champ. 125,697 35 82% 14% 109
Georgia Tech 82,306 60 65% 31% 22
Carnegie Mellon 79,300 61 4% 22% 47
Rice 52,918 87 181% 34% 15
UC Santa Barbara 48,882 94 80% 19% 62
Rensselaer 47,173 99 9% 18% 74
Illinois Tech 20,589 194 140% 13% 124
Claremont 13,914 262 81% N/A N/A
Stevens Tech 12,105 296 63% 22% 47
Sources:  US News and World Report on Best National Universities
               The Center for Measuring University Performance, American Universities Data, 2007
Notes:  Data from The Center are for all annual giving amounts for any institution that reported to NSF in 1990-2003. 
Alumni Engagement Summary
Information about alumni engagement is not readily available in terms of how many alumni volunteer or remain active with an 
institution.  However, the amount of money that alumni contribute to an institution provides a reasonable proxy for engagement. 
The peer median is a giving rate of 27% and a dollar amount of $82,306,000.  Stanford is ranked number one by The Center in 
annual giving among the peers and has an alumni giving rate of 36% according to US News.  Most of the peers show a 
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Naval Postgraduate School $51,343,000 160 N/A $222,264 84% 51%
        Rank Among Peers 13 13 N/A 8 4 12
        Median of Peers 200,297,000 148 19% 221,358               65% 67%
Peer Institutions
Stanford $714,897,000     7 30% $758,914 80% 74%
Duke 630,752,000   10 18% 865,229               60% 123%
MIT 580,742,000   14 47% 667,520               79% 41%
UI Urb.-Champ. 499,711,000   24 28% 262,453               58% 52%
Georgia Tech 425,386,000   31 48% 534,405               58% 64%
NC State 302,596,000 54 19% 221,358               N/A N/A
Cal Tech 265,364,000 62 9% 975,603               94% 43%
Carnegie Mellon 200,297,000   80 37% 332,167               87% 46%
UC Santa Barbara 165,014,000   97 24% 203,219               63% 72%
USC, all campuses 122,212,000 114 19% 113,264               53% 32%
Rensselaer 65,571,000 147 24% 184,707               65% 70%
Rice 63,102,000 149 15% 127,749               87% 54%
Illinois Tech 25,498,000 213 18% 117,502               N/A* 82%
Stevens Tech 22,997,000 217 1% 201,728               N/A* 78%
Claremont 2,677,000 377 13% 42,492                 N/A* 568%
*Illinois Institute of Technology, Stevens Institute of Technology, and Claremont Graduate University were not included in the NSF table 
on expenditures by source because they are not among the first 200 institutions.
Source for Expenditure data, NSF rank, expenditures by source:  National Science Foundation/Division of Science Resources Statistics, Survey of Research and 
Development Expenditures at Universities and Colleges, FY 2005.
Source for counts of tenured and tenure track faculty: IPEDS Employees by Assigned Position, Fall 2004
Source for revenue from contracts and grants:  IPEDS Finance Survey, FY 2004-05.
Some caution should be used in interpreting the research revenue percentages from grants and contracts because the revenue figures come from the IPEDS
Finance Survey and the peer institutions do not report under the same formats.  The four public institutions report under GASB standards and the remaining 
private institutions report under FASB standards.  The two standards are not interchangeable so there may be some discpreancies in the way the revenue is 
distributed.  See the section on Resources for further explanation of the differences in FASB and GASB.
Research Summary
The volume of research funding at NPS ranks 13th among the peers in absolute dollars and well below the median butranks  eighth in research 
expenditures per FTE tenured and tenure track faculty, and is slightly above the median on this measure.  NPS ranks ninth among the peers in 
growth in research expenditures from FY 1998 to FY 2005 and is well above the median in the percent of expenditures from federal sources.  
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and Labs E&G NASF
Percent E&G  
NASF
E&G NASF per 
FTES
2006 119678 NPS 840,091      238,746      28% 840,091        100% 391
Rank among peers 10 10 2 10 1 4
Median of peers    5,059,987    1,308,194                  0      4,154,766 72%                  271 
NPS as % of peers 17% 18% 122% 20% 138% 144%
Peer Institutions
2005 145637 UI Urb.-Champ. 12,558,684 2,573,676   20% 7,635,721     61% 188
2007 166683 MIT 7,756,796   2,094,344   27% 5,553,683     72% 550
2007 198419 Duke 7,295,898   1,308,194   18% 5,737,070     79% 436
2006 139755 Georgia Tech 7,212,308   1,692,149   23% 7,212,308     100% 429
2005 199193 NC State 5,059,987   1,615,820   32% 4,154,766     82% 155
2007 110705 UC Santa Barbara 4,126,365   959,521      23% 2,299,431     56% 111
2007 211440 Carnegie Mellon 3,433,251   759,722      22% 2,482,658     72% 271
2007 194824 Rensselaer 2,410,418   605,945      25% 2,410,418     100% 374
2005 227757 Rice 2,163,309   454,688      21% 1,327,855     61% 268
Source: Facilities data are from the Society for College and University Planning Campus Facilities Inventory,
FTES used in the above E&G NASF per FTES calculation are from National Center for Educaiton Statistics, Data Feedb  
Notes:  Not all institutions participated in the SCUP CFI Survey.  NC State, Cal Tech, Claremont, Illinois Tech, Stanford, Steven  
and USC did not participate in any of the three years of the survey so no facilitites data are available for these institution
NASF is Net Assignable Square Feet - Total NASF includes E&G and Auxiliary space. 
E&G is Education and General -  E&G excludes space dedicated to auxiliary enterprises.
Facilities Summary
NPS is the smallest of the peers in terms of total net assignable square feet and the NASF for classrooms and labs, but is 
second among the peers in the percent of NASF for classrooms and labs. Only NC State has more space dedicated to 
classrooms and labs.   NPS ties for the number one rank in the percent of E&G NASF, along with Georgia Tech and 
Rensselaer.   No space at NPS, Georgia Tech, or Rensselaer was categorized as auxiliary in the CFI.  NPS is well above 
the median in percent E&G NASF and ranks fourth in the number of E&G NASF per FTE student.  The median is 271 and 
NPS is at 391 net assignable square feet per student.
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NPS GRADUATING STUDENTS SURVEY  




The Naval Postgraduate School (NPS) has identified its vision and guiding principles as: to 
prepare the intellectual leaders of tomorrow’s forces, and to be the world leader in naval and 
defense-related graduate education and supporting research.  Feedback from students has been 
integral in helping to monitor and to evaluate the School’s effectiveness in manifesting its vision; 
therefore, since 1993, the NPS Graduating Students Survey has been administered at the end of 
each quarter to all students who are graduating. 
 
The results of the first compilation of surveys can be found in the document titled Naval 
Postgraduate School Exit Survey: 1993-2004: A Twelve Year Trend Study.  In 2006, the NPS 
Exit Survey was redesigned to be more responsive to accreditation collections needs, and the 
new version was administered to all students who were scheduled to graduate in the fourth 





Students who were graduating at the end of each quarter of Academic Year (AY) 2008 
(December 2007, March, June, and September 2008) were notified via email and through 
subsequent reminders that the Graduating Students Survey was posted, and awaiting their 
completion. The total number of students surveyed was 987, distributed as follows: 
 
Of 987 surveys distributed, there were 631 total respondents (64% response rate). The third 
column of Chart 1 shows the response rate for each group.  The first two columns of the chart 
show the demographic breakdown of the surveyed population and respondent population.  The 






Demographics of Surveyed and Respondent Students 
and Response Rates by Group 
 
 
    
 Surveyed Respondent  
Response 
Rate 
Total (Resident) 987 631   64.0% 
     
Female 11.5% 9.5%   39.5% 
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 Surveyed Respondent  
Response 
Rate 
     
GSBPP 27.6% 21.4%   37.0% 
GSEAS 21.4% 19.2%  42.8% 
GSOIS 26.2% 31.1%  56.7% 
SIGS 20.3% 25.0%   59.0% 
SEACC 2.0% 3.3%  77.78% 
     
Navy 37.2% 38.4%   49.2% 
Air Force 14.1% 18.5%  63.0% 
Army 10.6% 11.9%  53.6% 
Coast Guard 0.2% 0.3%  33.3% 
Marine Corps 7.7% 8.6%  53.0% 
International 11.9% 15.2%  61.1% 
Civilian 18.2% 7.1%   18.8% 
     
Asian American/Pacific Islander 4.7% 5.9%   59.7% 
Black/African American 5.2% 5.6%  50.7% 
Hispanic/Latinos 3.9% 4.4%  53.8% 
White 50.8% 61.0%  57.4% 
Indian/Alaskan 0.5% 0.32%  33.3% 
International 11.9% 15.2%  61.1% 
Unknown 23.1% 7.6%   15.7% 
 
 
In addition to survey responses, comments were requested.  All comments were separated into 
the following categories:  
 








 Naval Postgraduate School 
 Parking 
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RESULTS 
 
The results of the survey were separated into areas related to the three major themes outlined in 
the Capacity and Preparatory Review (CPR) submitted by NPS to WASC on December 17, 
2008. 
 
For Theme I: Strategic Planning for the Next NPS Centennial: 
 
90% of all respondents agreed that the university supports teaching and research to enhance the 
combat effectiveness of all forces, and it is successful in achieving that goal 
 
92.5% of the total respondents would recommend NPS to other military officers or defense 
civilians for their graduate education 
 
 
For Theme II: Integrating a Campus-wide Program of Continuous Improvement, issues 
related to Curriculum, Faculty and Relevancy were reflected in the total number of responses 
in the following ways:  
 
Curriculum: 
 15% did not think their coursework and research were closely related  
 8% either disagreed or did not know that NPS is always working to improve instruction 
and research 
 27% did not think NPS provided opportunities to learn outside of the regular curricular 
program 
 11% did not think a thesis or capstone project was a valuable component of their 
education  
 31% did not think NPS provided them with sufficient electives to pursue special military 
career interests 
 7% did not take, or think that refresher courses helped to prepare them for subsequent 
work 
 
92% of the total respondents agreed that they understood the body of knowledge and skills they 
were expected to have as a student at NPS, and 91% of respondents felt they were prepared to 
successfully complete their education at NPS.  
 
Faculty: 
92%-96%: Agreed that faculty were dedicated to teaching, involved students in active and 
participative learning experiences, were well-qualified, dedicated to student success, delivered 
fair and relevant grades and tests, and were available outside the classroom for additional 
assistance 
 7% did not receive faculty advice and guidance needed to successfully complete their 
thesis or capstone project 
 14% did not think that faculty utilized student feedback to improve the educational 
program  
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 Relevancy: 
 12% did not think that their education at NPS was relevant to their current or future 
assignments and responsibilities 
 9% did not think their curriculum was national-security or defense-related 
 13% did not think that the defense-related orientation at NPS made their education more 
relevant than if they were at a civilian institution.   
 15% did not agree or did not know if their thesis or capstone project made a useful 





For Theme III: Supporting an Evolving Academic Enterprise, issues related to Facilities, and 
Parking were reflected in the total number of responses in the following ways:  
 
 
Classroom and Non-Laboratory Facilities: 
  9%: not responsive to course needs 
 10%: inadequate number 
 12%: not equipped with current technologies 
 13%: poor working condition 
 13%: overall appearance and quality left a negative impression of NPS  




 6%: not responsive to course needs 
 5%: not in good working condition 
 9%: not equipped with current technologies 
 7%: overall appearance and quality left a negative impression of NPS  
 14%: not focused on combat capabilities 




 70%: Parking and commuting are problems at NPS  
 
 
Comments on Classrooms included: 
Antiquated, cramped, poor heating/ventilation, not equipped with current technologies. 
 
Comments on Facilities (General) included: 
Lack of cleanliness; inadequate janitorial services, poor standards of maintenance 
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For Theme III: Supporting an Evolving Academic Enterprise, issues related to the 
Administration, Diversity, and Supportive Services were reflected in the total number of 
responses in the following ways:  
 
5% did not agree that university administration is committed to supporting teaching and research 
for the purpose of enhancing the combat effectiveness of US and allied armed forces. 
 
When asked if diversity in service, culture ethnicity and gender enriched their education, 5% did 
not agree or did not know if diversity in service, 8% did not agree or know if diversity in culture, 
11% did not agree or know if diversity in ethnicity, and 17% did not agree or know if diversity 
in gender enriched their education at NPS.  
 
In response to questions asked about computer and IT services, 90% of the total respondents 
answered positively when asked if these services met all their coursework and research needs. 
 
In response to questions asked about services provided by the Dudley Knox Library, between 
90% - 93% of the total respondents answered positively when asked if books, databases, 
journals and Reference Assistance and Instruction met their coursework and research needs. 
 
 
When asked if certain aspects of Supportive Services provided students with sufficient support 
to enable students to meet their educational goals 
 
 5% - 6% did not think or know if the Program Officer and the Program Office staff 
provided them with sufficient support 
 7% did not think or know if Student Services provided sufficient support  
 6% did not think or know if the Registrar office provided them with sufficient support  
 15% did not think or know if the Scheduling office provided them with sufficient support  
 16% disagreed or did not know if NPS personnel facilitated students’ transition to life at 
NPS  
 38% did not know NPS had an appeals process for student academic complaints 
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SUMMARY 
 
The following 2 charts highlight the top 10 positive and negative responses for all residents from 












































% All Resident 
Respondents 
48.  The CLASSROOM and other NON-
LABORATORY facilities for my program had the 
following characteristics: Accessible 97% 
25.  NPS faculty in my program were dedicated to my 
success as a student. 96% 
26.  NPS faculty in my program were generally 
available to provide additional assistance outside the 
classroom when I needed it. 96% 
23.  NPS faculty in my program were dedicated to 
teaching 95% 
24.  NPS faculty members involved me in active and 
participative learning experiences 95% 
44.  Services (circulation, interlibrary loan, course 
reserve, printing, etc):  NPS library resources met all 
my course work and research needs 94% 
28.  My faculty appeared to be well qualified for the 
defense-related teaching and research done in my 
curriculum or program. 93% 
42.  Reference Assistance & Instruction: NPS library 
resources met all my course work and research needs 93% 
46.  I would recommend NPS to other military officers 
or defense civilians for their graduate education 93% 
17.  Diversity in Service enriched my NPS education 92% 
 
Chart 1 
Top 10 Positive Responses for All Residents 
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% All Resident 
Respondents 
47.  Commuting and parking were not a problem at NPS 70% 
22.  I was aware that NPS had an appeals process for 
student academic complaints. 38% 
16.  My NPS program provided me with sufficient electives 
to pursue my special military career interests 31% 
15.  NPS provided opportunities for learning outside the 
regular curricular program. 28% 
62.  Adequate health services were available for my family 
and me while at NPS. 18% 
52.  The CLASSROOM and other NON-LABORATORY 
facilities for my program had the following characteristics: 
Well Maintained 18% 
20.  Diversity in gender enriched my NPS education 17% 
30.  NPS personnel facilitated my transition to student life 16% 
8.    My coursework and research at NPS were closely 
integrated 15% 
7.    My thesis or capstone research project at NPS made a 
useful contribution to combat effectiveness or another 




Top 10 Negative Responses for All Residents 
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Theme I: Strategic Planning for the Next NPS Centennial: 
Very high numbers of respondents agree that NPS supports teaching and research to enhance the 
combat effectiveness of all forces, and is successful in achieving that goal. High numbers of 
students graduating from NPS also affirmed that they would recommend the university to other 
military officers or defense civilians.  
  
Theme II: Integrating a Campus-wide Program of Continuous Improvement 
A large majority of respondents (93-95%) agreed that the faculty at NPS is a highly-qualified 
group, dedicated both to teaching and to student success, involved students in participatory 
learning experiences, and were available outside the classroom for additional assistance.  
 
Nearly one-third (31%) of the respondents would have liked — but were unable — to choose 
electives that align with their special military or career-related interests and many students (27%) 
would have liked to have been provided opportunities to learn outside of their regular curricular 
program.  Additionally, 15% of respondents did not think their coursework and research were 
closely related, and did not agree or did not know if their thesis or capstone project made a useful 
contribution to combat effectiveness or national security. 
 
Over 13% of the graduating students did not think that the defense-related orientation at NPS 
made their education more relevant than if they were at a civilian institution. Improvements in 
transfer of knowledge and application to the real world were noted, as well as faculty industry 
experience is not always positively correlated with effective teaching skills. 
 
Theme III: Supporting an Evolving Academic Enterprise 
Supportive Services, such as registrar, scheduling, student services, program officer and the 
program office staff received positive responses for providing sufficient support to enable 
students to meet their educational goals, but the numbers of respondents who did not agree with 
those statements are worth noting, particularly regarding scheduling and student services.  
Responses about the services provided about the Dudley Knox Library continue to be very 
favorable.  
 
Better communications — whether it relates to assisting students in the transition to student life, 
from the NPS administration, and/or as ongoing support — was suggested. Communication 
about procedures and processes need great improvement: 38% of the total respondents did not 
know NPS had an appeals process for student academic complaints. 
 
Poor marks were given to NPS in the areas of facilities.  Significant numbers of comments 
acknowledged a lack of basic janitorial services throughout the campus, and its antiquated and 
poorly-maintained state.  Classrooms were noted as lacking in electrical outlets and current 
technologies. 
 
Several comments were made regarding the inadequacy of medical and health services in 
staffing, scheduling, and the availability of specialized services.  
 
Parking and commuting were acknowledged as woeful situations at NPS, generating not only 
70% disapproval by respondents, but also a flurry of negative comments.  
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Overall, the value of a graduate education at NPS was acknowledged by the respondents; 
however, the state of parking and facilities contributed to negative impressions of the institution.  
Limited course selections and the relevancy of coursework were brought to the forefront.  
Feedback mechanisms for faculty can be improved, and thesis support can be increased.  
Supportive services can improve, especially in the area of communications, most notably in 
explaining policies and procedures that are available to all students.   
 
 
 
 
